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Responses to Comments

The commenter’s description of the project’s benefits and support for the project
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Responses to Comments

The commenter’s description of the project’s benefits and support for the project
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Responses to Comments

The commenter’s description of the project’s benefits and support for the project
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Responses to Comments

The commenter’s description of the project’s benefits and support for the project
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February 7, 2006 FEB 07206 OOKH4

Mr. Lester Snow Mr. Kirk Rogers

Director Regional Director
Depariment of Water Resources U.S, Bureau of Reclamation
P.0. Box 942836 2800 Conage Way, MP-100
Secramento, CA 94236-0001 Sacramento, CA 95825-1898

RE: South Delta Improvements Propram Draft  Environmental I[mpact
Statemeny/Environmental Impact Report

Dear Director Snow and Regional Director Rogers:

On behalf of the San Luis & Delta-Mendota Water Authority’s member agencies, 1

write to express our organization’s suppornt for the South Delta Improvements Program

(SDIP), 2 critical water supply, water quality, and environmental project designed 1o

improve California’s ability to meet its diversc water needs. ln October, DWR and | se2 sk siwer
USBR released a drafi Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report | SLDMWA-1
(EIS/R) for the SDIP, continuing an important public process. This letter is our

response to the call for comments reparding the draft environmental documentation. SLITE 7

The San Luis & Delta-Mendota Water Authority consists of 32 water agencics'
providing service for agricultural, urban, and wildlife management purposes in the

western San Josquin Valley, San Benito and Santa Clara counties. The Authority’s " 10% %7
members deliver water to more than 1.3 million acres of the nation's most productive

farm [ands, 1.7 million California residents, and over 150,000 acres of some of the

State’s most imponant wildlife refuges in the Pacific Flyway. LU HANIS

As stewards of this essential resource, our members are well aware of the mounting
water supply challenges California is facing. We need an increasingly safe, reliable and CALIFRNIA
high quality water supply to keep pace with our rapidly rising pepulation and expanding
trillion-dollar economy, while preserving our deeply valued agriculrural and ccological

WINRE

" Bamva-Carbonn Ierigation Dimscy, Groadvien Waser Distict, Byvon Bethany Irigstion Diewic (CVP), Central California rrigation
Disarict. Centinella Waser District. Cicy of Tracy, Celumbia Canal Camparry, Del Puerio Water District, Eaghe Faeld 'Wauer Dristricy,
Firchaugh Canal Waler District, Preino Slough Waster District, Grasslands Walor Disivict, James Irrigation Disricl, Lagess Wler L B
Dimrier, Merery Springs Waer District, O Loms Wmer Districs, Pacheco Waner Disaricn, Pajaso Vallcy 'Waier Management FICE
Apemoy, Pamoche (migation District, Paticrson Imigation Distnct, Pleasars Valley Waer Disarics. Raclamation Disirict 1606, San
Berito County Wmer Dimric, San Luis Canal Comgany, Saa Luis Waler District, Sentu Clara County 'Water District, Tranguillity
Imigacion District. Tunoer kiland Waer Disirict, Wt Ssde Irrigativn District, Wesl Sianddwes bmigation DEsinicl, Westlunds Wister
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eritage. This need is complicared by the geographic location of the limited water supplies in
ur arid state, so we must best utilize our existing water resources and infrastructure; otherwise,
ve put cur communilies, farms, environment, and businesses at undue risk. Two-thirds of
Zalifornia receives its water from the San Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San Joaguin Delta. Given
s importance, we need 1o implement improvements to the Bay-Delta’s water delivery system to
maximize the benefit of the water for human and emvironmental uses. In short, we need 1o make

every drop count.

In 2000, the state and federal povernments initiated the historic CALFED Bay-Delta Program
{Program) to address the Bay-Delta’s water resources and ecosystem management in &
comprehensive, collaborative, and balanced manner. A unique association of interests supported
the Program including environmental organizations, water agencies, business interests, farmers,
and state and federal water and fish agencies. To dare, the Program has invested hundreds of
milliens of dollars in environmental efforts 1o enhance the Bay-Delta and SDIP is but the next
step forward in this long-term effort. Furthermore, given its position within the Program, the full
implementation of SDIF will assist in maintaining the Program’s overall balance and help ensure
future furding commitments from federal, state, and local interests alike.

In isolation, the SDIP through implemeniation of Stage | provides increased waler supply
reliability to local interests, enhances water quality in the South Delta region, and improves the
safety of migration for many anadromous fish species of concern on the San Joaquin River. The
Stage 2 facet not only provides opportunity 10 enhance the water supply and water supply
reliability for human needs but alse for environmental purposes, including South-of-Dela
refuges deeply reliant upon water expored from the Bay-Delta to support essential areas of the
Pacific Flyway. Aside from these direct benefits, the increased operational capacity promised by
SDIP provides indirect benefit to other Bay-Delta management effonts, including the pelagic
species, by allowing the project and management agencies greater operational flexibility. In and
of itself, SDIP is a responsible and balanced plan 10 better wiilize and integrare our existing water
management infrastructure in the Bay-Delta. Collectively, it will improve our State’s water
supply and reliability, water quality, and the overall health of the Bay-Delta and San Joaguin

River ecosystems. SLDMWA-1|cont'd

The drafi EIS/R is a comprehensive and complex document. 1n its attempt to explain the myriad
of operational alternatives and affecting circumstances we occasionally find areas that could
benefit from greater clarity and commimment. This is particularly true with respect to the
relationship between the Environmental Water Account (EWA) and SDIP, and the Stage 2
decision.

The EWA was established to provide the fish agencies another ool to supply an additional level
of protection for at-risk native fish species beyond the significant resources previously dedicated
for this purpose by the CVP and SWP. The initial program had an anticipated duration of four
years. A determination of a future EWA, if any, would then be informed by a comprehensive
scientific review of the four vear experiment. In 2004, the EWA was extended through 2007 to
coincide with the end of the CALFED Swiage 1 and with it the commitment to undertake a
comprehensive scientific review of the program’s efficacy was delayed.

SLDMWA-2
Sam Lusks & Dcluebiondons Wese Asthonily
Comments on the South Delta Improvemenis Program
Dirafy Envie i Impac 5 fErwi | Impact Repon
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The importance of the EWA comprehensive scientific review to guide the program’s future scale
and scope cannot be understated and yet the draft EIS/R rouches this point only lighily. In fact,
Secticn 6.1 states, “SDIP altematives may allow increased pumping during periods when EWA
actions to reduce entrainment would be taken under the baseline. Additional EWA asses,
therefore, would be required to provide the same level of fish protection and water deliveries.”
What level of fish protection has actually been identified? How many fish have been saved?
What kinds of fish? The answers to these questions remains elusive and the growing doubt
reparding the efficacy of the EWA w protect fish, particularly pelagic species, is in sharp
contrast to the stated assumption that the EWA must grow in simple concurrence with expanded
diversion potential. The draft EISR would be better served by acknowledging that the overall
benefit of the EWA, or some equivalent, remains in question and that the future size and purpose
of the EWA will be dependent upon the findings of the long anticipated comprehensive scientific
review, SLDMWA-2|cont'd

The EWA treatment is also murky with respect 1o its relationship to the Stage 2 decision. The
EWA program is not mitigation for the increased operational capacity that may be realized under
Stage 2 and the Draft EIS/R aptly states that appropriate mitigation measures will be developed
along with a Stape 2 preferred altemative.  Yet, the draft also assumes that a larger EWA will be
employed irrespective of any findings through the comprehensive scienlific review process that
may be contrary to such an action and in fact the draft goes so far as to state, “These mitigation
measures [export curtailments, asset crediting] are designed 10 provide the identical level of
EWA protections with the increased SWP Banks pumping (i.e., CCF diversion) limit. All of
these SDIP mitigation measures would be incorporated into the expanded long-term EWA
program, ance it is adopted, [emphasis added]). The concern with this statement, and other
similar inferences, is that it suggests the EWA, or some increment, mitigates for an expanded
diversion potential and pre-supposes conclusions from both the comprehensive scientific review
and supplemental environmental analyses thar will oceur prior to the determination of a Stage 2
preferred alternative.  The drafi EIS/R would be better served by simply stating that the
mitipation of Stage 2 will be developed along with a Stape 2 preferred alternative and that such
measures will be informed and fully representative of the sciemific research examining the Bay-
Delta’s health and the effect of project operations.

Regarding the Suage 2 decision, the lack of a firm temporal decision point is disquieting. While
we accept the decision to bifurcate the SDIP's decision process into two stages, and
acknowledge that the draft EIS/R contemplates in sweeping generalities a Stage 2 decision
timeline, we believe the lack of commitment to firm decision points is unnecessary and
counterproductive. The benefit in dividing the SDIP decision process into lwo components is
premised upon three assumptions: 1) that project operations have a significant affect on the status
of pelagic species, 2) that further intense study will provide 1imely insight on the factors
affecting the Bay-Delta's health, and 3) that increasing permitted diversion capacity would result
in greater harm to the Bay-Delta. In our view, these assumptions lack merit.

Data pertaining to the Bay-Delta and project operations has been collected for decades and no
firm correlation between project operations and the status of the pelagic species has ever been

SLDMWA-3
San Lais & Delus-Mendoin Waier Authorisy
Commenis on the Seugh el Impeovaments Progra
Dl Emnironmental Impest SisementEnmvironmental Ingact Roport
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identified. In fact recently, some study on the subject has shown no statistically significam
correlation between salvage and subsequent delta smell sbundance indices’. While a more
comprehensive analysis of export effects on subsequent delta smelt abundance conducted by Dr.
Bryan Manly for the Pelagic Organism Decline program concludes that such effects exist, and
can produce both positive and nepative effects, these influences are not important relative 1o
changes in delta smelt abundance.” Anecdotal “evidence™ abounds; however, in order o find a
durable solution to the Bay-Delta health question we must be willing 1o follow the science, even
at the risk of offending the conventional wisdom. sLDWMA-3lcontd

We strongly support the investment into understanding the cause(s) of this most recent decline in
the health of the Bay-Delta, as exemplified by the diminishing population indices of the reliant
pelagic species. However, our enthusiasm for the investment is rempered by our cautious
optimism regarding its scope. For decades now, the thrust of effort w improve the Bay-Delia's
condition has been unproductively namow, if not outright distracting, and so we remain
concerned that the emphasis of many will be to do more of the failed same, focus solely on
project operations. Modemn data strongly points to a limited effect, if any, from expons and [ar
more convincingly suggest the true culprits 1o be invasive species and/or toxics from regional
urban and agricultural discharges. Our optimism in the rescarch effort is buoyed by those few
willing to apply new thinking against the old paradigm in order 10 understand the cause of this
most recent, if not eyclical, oceurrence, We are, however, doubtful of a solution being presented
in the timeframe generally suggested by the draft EIS/R and therefore remain concerned as to the
unstated “next step” if such an understanding is not present at the completion of the Stage 1
decision process. For these reasons, and as a matter of accountability to SDIP proponents, the
California electorate who chose 1o support funding for this project through the passage of
Proposition 13 nearly six years ago, and other interested parties, we believe that firm decision
points and contingency actions should be articulated in the draft EIS/R.

Lastly, and to the third bifurcation assumption, increasing the perminied diversion capacity at
Clifton Court Forebay in and of itself will play no role in degrading or improving the Bay-Delia
health. There are and will remain a plethorz of overriding conditions that govern operations in a
manner intended 1o produce the moest beneficial ourcome, primarily for the Bay-Delia ecosystem.
Standards such as the export/inflow ratio and X2, and biclogically based operational decisions
such as storage releases or focused expont cumailments, are in place whether the permitted
diversion rate is 1 or 10,000 cubic-feet per second. It is incumbem upon us o operate
responsibly and full implementation of SDIP will only ¢nhance our poential o fulfill this
obligation.

In conclusion, the state is curently constrained in its ability 10 utilize surplus water supplies. We
have the infrastructure 1o move the water, but until SDIP is approved, the slate’s water managers

SLDMWA-1 cont'd

* mrtachment 11 The Stae of the Delta; What is Killing the Delta Smeht? Dr. BI Miller, Janunry 2006,

* Dr. Bryan Masly, personal communication to Dr. BJ Miller, January 25, 2006, -, . . although there are significant
cffects of hydrological and expon varinhles on delta smeh, these scem non-linear [posilive and negative], and do not
seem 1o be able 1o explain the main long-term wends in delia smeh numbers. By that | mean tha: the hydrology and
export effects seem to produce smaall wiggles on the trend lines. This Is not saying that the effects are not
statistically significant. It is saying that the ffecis doa't seem 1o be impartan: compared te ather things going on.”

San Luis & Delia-Mendots Wiser Authority
Commenis on the South Delts Enpeovements Program
Draft Emvuronesenitsl Impact Stascemncnt/Environmentsl Inapact Resont
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cannot fully or responsibly use the existing system. SDIP predicts only a nominal 3-5% increase
in the average amount of water pumped from the Delta. More significanily, SDIP will provide
the apencies precious flexibility w shift the timing of water deliveries to periods of less
environmental sensitivity when necessary, SDIP is a good project for California = it does not
require building major new infrastructure, it maximizes the value of under utilized assets, and
provides a multitude of important environmental benefits, all with funding already secured
through passage of voter approved bonds in 2000 (Propositicn 13). SLDMWA-1'cont'd

Given all these points it is no wonder why SDIP is also supported by a broad, statewide coalition
of water, agricultural, business, planning organizations, and local government officials including
the Association of California Water Agencies, State Water Contractors, California Chamber of
Commerce, California Business Properties Association, and the Western Growers Association,

Water is the lifeblood of California — critical to our families. communities, and quality of life. Tt
18 our responsibility 1o use this precious resource wisely through all possible best management
practices, including water conservation, recycling and storage o ensure California’s future. To
successfully do so, it is imperative that we have a more flexible water delivery system to
maximize the benefit of existing though limited water supplies.

Again, we strongly support the SDIP and encourage all key siakeholders to help advance this
entically needed project.

Sincerely,

D VA

Daniel G. Nelson
Executive Director

CC:
San Luis & Delta-Mendota Water Authority Board of Directors
San Luis & Dela-Mendota Warer Authority Member Apencies
Terry Erlewine, General Manager, State Water Contractors
Steve Hall, Executive Director, Association of California Warter Agencies

San Luis & Delea-Mondota Woaner Authonity
Cemmen:s on the South Dcha Improvenients Program
Tarsi H
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Responses to Comments

SLDMWA-1
The commenter’s description of the project’s benefits and support for the project
are noted.

SLDMWA-2

Please see Master Response E, Reliance on Expanded Environmental Water
Account Actions for Fish Entrainment Reduction, for mitigation of entrainment
under Stage 2.

SLDMWA-3

Please see Master Response B, Relationship between the South Delta
Improvements Program and the Pelagic Organism Decline.
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Responses to Comments

The commenter’s description of the project’s benefits and support for the project
are noted.
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Responses to Comments

The commenter’s description of the project’s benefits and support for the project
are noted.
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Responses to Comments

The commenter’s description of the project’s benefits and support for the project
are noted.
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Responses to Comments

The commenter’s description of the project’s benefits and support for the project
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